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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC§103 

f 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. ) Claims 1-4, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Churchill et al. (US 5,352,090). 

3. For claims 1 and 2, Churchill et al. discloses a vertical takeoff and landing aircraft with 
two rotors (12, 14) and a first detector (18) generating rotor signals indicative of a first rotational 
position of a first rotor of the aircraft, the plurality of rotors lifting the aircraft; and a controller 
coupled to said detector, said controller adjusting a rotational speed of at least one of said 
plurality of rotors in response to said rotor signals (colunui 3, lines 23 - 33, it is noted some fonn 
of controller is inherent because the rotational speed of the rotors is adjusted), but fails to teach 
of a plurality of detectors wherein a second detector generates a second rotor signal indicative of 
a second position of a second rotor. However, it would have been obvious to one having 

m 

ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Churchill et al. to comprise 
a second detector which generates a second rotor signal indicative of a second position of a 
second rotor in order to have tracking information for both rotors, since it has been held that 
mere duplication of the essential working parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. 
St. Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. It is noted, the Examiner is interpreting the word 
"indicative" to mean relating to as defined by www.webster.com . Thus, the Examiner asserts, in 
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its broadest reasonable interpretation, the "pressure pulses" detected by Churchill et al. are 
"related to" rotational positions of the rotors. Assuming arguendo that the "controller" is not 
inherent, see further rejection under 35 USC 103. 

4. For claims 3 and 13, Churchill et al. discloses a vertical takeoff and landing aircraft 
comprising: an aircraft fiiselage; a plurality of hubs mechanically coupled to said fuselage and 
rotated by at least one engine; a plurality of rotors mechanically coupled to said plurality of hubs 
and propelling and lifting said aircraft fiiselage; a first detector (18) generating rotor signals 
indicative of a first position of a first rotor of the aircraft, and a control coupled to said detector, 
said controller adjusting a rotational speed of at least one of said plurahty of rotors in response to 
said rotor signals (column 3, lines 23 - 33, it is noted some form of controller is inherent because 
the rotational speed of the rotors is adjusted), but fails to teach of a plurality of detectors wherein 
a second detector generates a second rotor signal indicative of a second position of a second 
rotor. Hpwever, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 

t 

invention was made to modify Churchill et al. to comprise a second detector which generates a 
second rotor signal indicative of a second position of a second rotor in order to have tracking 
information for both rotors, since it has been held that mere duplication of the essential working 
parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. St. Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 
USPQ 8. Assuming arguendo that the "controller" is not inherent, see further rejection under 35 
USC 103. 

5. For claim 4, Churchill et al., as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3 wherein 
said plurality of detectors are coupled to said aircraft fuselage and are directed towards said 
plurality of rotors. 
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6. For claim 1 0, Churchill et al., as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3 further 
comprising a plurality of emitters (12a, 14 (rotor blades outer bottom surfaces), said plurality of 
detectors generating said rotor signals in response to emitted energy from said plurality of 
emitters. It is noted, the rotor blades emit pressure pulses of air which in its broadest reasonable 
interpretation is being viewed as "emitted energy" thereby encompassing the scope of the claim^ 

7. For claim 12, Churchill et al., as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 10 wherein 
said'plurality of emitters comprises: a first emitter; a first detector generating a first rotational 
position signal indicative of a first position of a first rotor in response to emitted energy firom 
said first emitter; a second emitter; and a second detector generating a second rotational position 
signal indicative of a second position of a second rotor in response to emitted energy firom said 
second emitter; said controller coupled to said first detector and said second detector and 
adjusting rotational speed of said plurality of rotors in response to said first rotational position 
signal and said second rotational position signal. 

8. Claims 1-4, and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
ChurchiU et al. (US 5,352,090) in view of Skutecki (US 4,628,4550). 

9. For claims 1 and 2, Churchill et al. discloses a vertical takeoff and landing aircraft with 
two rotors (12, 14) and a first detector (18) generating rotor signals indicative of a first position 
of a first rotor of the aircraft, the plurality of rotors lifting the aircraft; and adjusting a rotational 
speed of at least one of said plurality of rotors in response to said rotor signals (column 3, lines 
23 - 33), but fails to teach of a plurality of detectors wherein a second detector generates a 
second rotor signal indicative of a second position of a second rotor. However, it would have 



n 
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been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Churchill et al. to comprise a second detector which generates a second rotor signal indicative of 
a second position of a second rotor in order to have tracking information for both rotors, since it 
has been held that mere duplication of the essential working parts of a device involves only 
routine skill in the art. St. Regis Paper Co. v. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. But, Churchill, as 
modified, fails to explicitly teach of a controller coupled to said detector, said controller 
adjusting said rotors speeds. However, Skutecki discloses a controller that adjusts rotor speeds 
after receiving rotor signals. Thus, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify Churchill et al., to comprise of a controller for 
controlling rotor speeds in order to control the airspeed and vertical path of the craft as taught by 
Skutecki (column 1 , lines 20 - 25). It is noted, the Examiner is interpreting the word "indicative" 
to mean relating to as defined by www.webster.com . Thus, the Examiner asserts, in its broadest 
reasonable interpretation, the "pressure pulses" detected by Churchill et al. are "related to" 
rotational positions of the rotors. 

1 0. For claims 3 and 1 3, Churchill et al. discloses a vertical takeoff and landing aircraft 
comprising: an aircraft fiiselage; a plurality of hubs mechanically coupled to said fiaselage and 
rotated by at least one engine; a plurality of rotors mechanically coupled to said plurality of hubs 
and propelling and lifting said aircraft fiiselage; a first detector (18) generating rotor signals 
indicative of a first position of a first rotor of the aircraft, and a controller coupled to said 
detector, said controller adjusting a rotational speed of at least one of said plurality of rotors in 
response to said rotor signals (column 3, lines 23 - 33,), but fails to teach of a plurality of 
detectors wherein a second detector generates a second rotor signal indicative of a second 
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position of a second rotor. However, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary .skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to modify Churchill et al. to comprise a second 
detector which generates a second rotor signal indicative of a second position of a second rotor in 
order to have tracking information for both rotors, since it has been held that mere duplication of 
the essential working parts of a device involves only routine skill in the art. St. Regis Paper Co. 
V. Bemis Co., 193 USPQ 8. But, Churchill, as modified, fails to explicitly teach of a controller 
coupled to said detector, said controller adjusting said rotors speeds. However, Skutecki 
discloses a controller that adjusts rotor speeds after receiving rotor signals. Thus, it would have 
been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify 
Churchill et al., to comprise of a controller for controlling rotor speeds in order to control the 
airspeed and vertical path of the craft as taught by Skutecki (colimm 1 , lines 20 - 25). 

11. For claim 4, Churchill et al., as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3 wherein 
said plurality of detectors are coupled to said aircraft fiiselage and are directed towards said 
plurality of rotors, 

12. For claim 10, Churchill et al, as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3 further 
comprising a plurality of emitters (12a, 14 (rotor blades outer bottom surfaces), said plurality of 
detectors generating said rotor signals in response to emitted energy from said plurality of 
emitters. It is noted, the rotor blades emit pressure pulses of air which in its broadest reasonable 
interpretation is being viewed as ''emitted energy" thereby encompassing the scope of the claim. 

13. For claim 1 2, Churchill et al, as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 1 0 wherein 
said plurality of emitters comprises: a first emitter; a first detector generating a first rotational 
position signal indicative of a first position of a first rotor in response to emitted energy from 
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said first emitter; a second emitter; and a second detector generating a second rotational position 
signal indicative of a second position of a second rotor in response to emitted energy from said 
second emitter; said controller coupled to said first detector and said second detector and 
adjusting rotational speed of said plurality of rotors in response to said first rotational position 
signal. and said second rotational position signal. 

14. Claims 1 - 6, 8, 10 - 13, and 26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Frank (US 3,515,485) in view of Churchill et al. (US 5,352,090) and 
Skutecki (US 4,628,455). 

15, For claims 1-3, Frank discloses a vertical takeoff and landing aircraft comprising: an 
aircraft ftiselage; a plurality of hubs mechanically coupled to said fuselage and rotated by at least 
one engine; a plurality of rotors mechanically coupled to said plurality of hubs and propelling 
and lifting said aircraft ftiselage; a first detector (24, column 7, lines 5-19)) generating rotor 
signals indicative of a first rotational position (col 9, lines 21 - 25) of a first rotor of the aircraft; 
a second detector (24, column 7, lines 5-19) generating rotor signals indicative of a first 
rotational position of a second rotor of the aircraft; and an inherent generic controller/controls 
capable of operating the aircraft and adjusting the defective blade (column 9, lines 10 - 20), but 
fails to explicitly teach the controller coupled to said detectors, said controller adjusting a 
rotational speed of at least one of said plurality of rotors in response to said rotor signals. 
Churchill et al, teaches of a rotor tracking system that adjusts a rotational speed of at least one of 
said plurahty of rotors in response to said rotor signals (column 3, lines 23 - 33,). Thus, it would 
have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
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modify Frank to adjust the rotor speeds in response to rotor signals from a tracking system in 
order to alleviate the aerodynamic imbalance as taught by Churchill. But, Frank, as modified, 
fails to explicitly teach of a controller coupled to said detector, said controller adjusting said 
rotors speeds. However, Skutecki discloses an autopilot system comprising a controller that 
adjusts rotor speeds after receiving rotor signals. Thus, it would have been obvious for one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Frank, to comprise of a 
controller for controlling rotor speeds in order to control the airspeed and vertical path of the 
craft as taught by Skutecki (column 1 , lines 20 - 25), 

16. For claim 4, Frank, as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3, wherein the 
detectors are coupled to said aircraft fuselage and have portions in the direction of a plurality of 
rotors thereby encompassing the scope of the claim. 

17. For claim 5, Frank, as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3 wherein the 
plurality of detectors are coupled to said plurality of rotors and directed towards said aircraft 
fxiselage (figure 1 and 5). 

1 8. For claims 6 and 8, Frank, as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3, but fails to 
teach the detectors detect infi-ared energy. However, Frank (figure 7) discloses an alternate 
system using lasers. Thus, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to modify Frank to comprise of a laser based system in order to 
provide an virtually invisible light source for stealth at night. Furthermore, it would have been a 
matter of obvious design choice from one of ordinary skill in the art to substitute equivalents. 
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1 9. For claim 1 0, Frank, as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3, comprising a 
plurality of emitters (72, 72'), said plurality of detectors generating said rotor signals in response 
to emitted energy from emitters. 

20. For claim 1 1 , Frank, as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3, but fails to teach 
of an infrared system. However, Frank (figure 7) discloses an alternate system using lasers. 
Thus, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to modify Frank to comprise of a laser based system in order to provide an virtually 
invisible light source for stealth at night. Furthermore, it would have been a matter of obvious 
design choice from one of ordinary skill in the art to substitute equivalents. 

21 . For claims 12, 1 3 and 26, Frank, as modified, discloses the apparatus as claimed 
comprising a first and second emitter (70, 72') and a first and second detector generating 
rotational position signals from the rotors and the controller controlling the rotational speed of 
the rotors. 

22. Claims 7 and 9 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Frank in view of Churchill and Skutecki as applied to claim 3 above, and further in view of 
Engcls et al. (Us 5,205,710). 

23. For claim 7 and 9, Frank, as modified, discloses the claimed apparatus as in claim 3, but 

« 

fails to teach of an emitter that emits ultra violent energy. However, Engles et al. discloses an 
emitter for helicopter rotors that teaches of using infrared or ultra violent energy. Thus, it would 
have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Frank to use ultra violent energy as an equivalent alternative energy source to infrared as 
a matter of design choice as taught by Engles (column 2, line 20). 
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24. Claims 3, 18 - 25, and 37 and 38 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bass et al. (US 6,789,764) in view of Frank (US 3,515,485), Churchill et 
al. (US 5,352,090) and Skutecki (US 4,628,455). 

25. For claim 3, Bass et al. discloses a dual-flight tandem rotor wing comprising an aircraft 

■ 

fiiselage; a plurality of hubs mechanically coupled to said fiiselage and rotated by at least one 
engine; a plurality of rotors mechanically coupled to said plurality of hubs and propelling and 
lifting said aircraft fuselage; a controller/(generic controls) capable of adjusting rotational speed 
of a plurality of rotors, but fails to teach of a plurality of detectors generating rotor signals 
indicative of positions of said plurality of rotors; and the controller coupled to and adjusting 
rotation speed of said plurality of rotors in response to said rotor signals. However, Frank 
discloses a vertical takeoff and landing aircraft comprising; a first detector (24, column 7, lines 5 
- 1 9)) generating rotor signals indicative of a first rotational position (col 9, lines 2 1 - 25) of a 
first rotor of the aircraft; a second detector (24, column 7, lines 5-19) generating rotor signals 
indicative of a first position of a second rotor of the aircraft; a first and second emitter (70, 72') 
and a first and second detector generating rotational position signals fi-om the rotors and 
adjusting the defective blade (column 9, lines 10 - 20). Thus, it would have been obvious for 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Bass et al. to 
comprise of a plurality of detectors generating rotor signals indicative of positions of said 
plurality of rotors in order to monitoring and adjust defective blades as taught by Frank (column 
9, lines 10 - 20). But, Bass et al., as modified, fails to exphcitiy teach the controller is coupled 
to said detectors, said controller adjusting a rotational speed of at least one of said plurality of 

4 

rotors in response to said rotor signals. Churchill et al. teaches of a rotor tracking system that 
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t 

adjusts a rotational speed of at least one of said plurality of rotors in response to said rotor 
signals (column 3, lines 23 - 33,). Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to modify Bass et al. to adjust the rotor speeds in 
response to rotor signals from a tracking system in order to alleviate the aerodynamic imbalance 
as taught by Churchill. But, Bass et al., as modified, fails to explicitly teach of the controller ' 

■ 

coupled to said detectors, said controller adjusting said rotors speeds. However, Skutecki 
discloses an autopilot system comprising a controller that adjusts rotor speeds after receiving 
rotor signals. Thus, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Bass et al., to comprise of a controller for controlling rotor speeds 
in order to control the airspeed and vertical path of the craft as taught by Skutecki (column 1 , 
lines 20 - 25). 

26. For claims 18 and 19, Bass et al., as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3, 
wherein said controller adjusts gas flow to said plurality of rotors; at least one gas control valve, 
said controller adjusting rotational speed of said plurality of rotors via said at least one gas 
control valve (column 3, line 35 - column 4, line 35), 

27. For claim 20, Bass et al., as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3 comprising at 
least one brake device (column 4, lines 35-40, Bass). 

28. For claims 21 and 22, Bass et al., as modified, discloses the apparatus as iii claim 3 
comprising a drag device comprising a flap (column 4, lines 35 - 40, Bass) wherein the 
controller is capable of adjusting the flap. 
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29. For claims 23 and 25, Bass et al., as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3 
wherein the controller switches said plurality of tandem rotor/wings between a vertical lift mode 
and a fixed wing mode (column 8, lines 30 - 43, Bass). 

30. For claim 24, Bass et al., as modified, discloses the apparatus as in claim 3 comprising a 
transitional lift wing (16). 

31. For claim 37, Bass et al. discloses a dual-flight tandem rotor wing comprising an aircraft 
fuselage; a plurality of hubs mechanically coupled to said fiiselage and rotated by at least one 
engine; a plurality of rotors mechanically coupled to said plurality of hubs and propelling and 
lifting said aircraft fuselage; a controller/(generic controls) capable of adjusting rotational speed 
of a plurality of tandem rotor/wings, but fails to teach of a plurality of detectors generating rotor 
signals indicative of positions of said plurality of rotors; and the controller coupled to and 
adjusting rotation speed of said plurality of rotors in response to said rotor signals. However, 
Frank discloses a vertical takeoff and landing aircraft comprising; a first detector (24, column 7, 
lines 5-19)) generating rotor signals indicative of a first position of a first rotor of the aircraft; a 
second detector (24, column 7, lines 5-19) generating rotor signals indicative of a first position 
of a second rotor of the aircraft; a first and second emitter (70, 72') and a first and second 
detector generating rotational position signals firom the rotors and adjusting the defective blade 
(column 9, lines 10 - 20). Thus, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify Bass et al. to comprise of a plurality of detectors 
generating rotor signals indicative of rotational positions (col 9, lines 21-25) of said plurality of 
rotors in order to monitoring and adjust defective blades as taught by Frank (column 9, lines 10 - 
20). But, Bass et al., as modified, fails to explicitiy teach the controller coupled to said detectors, 
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said controller adjusting a rotational speed of at least one of said plurality of rotors in response to 
said rotor signals. Churchill et al. teaches of a rotor tracking system that adjusts a rotational 
speed of at least one of said plurality of rotors in response to said rotor signals (column 3, lines 
23 - 33,). Thus, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify Bass et al. to adjust the rotor speeds in response to rotor signals 
from a tracking system in order to alleviate the aerodynamic imbalance as taught by Churchill. 
But, Bass et al., as modified, fails to explicitly teach of a controller coupled to said detector, said 
controller adjusting said rotors speeds. However, Skutecki discloses an autopilot system 
comprising a controller that adjusts rotor speeds after receiving rotor signals. Thus, it would 
have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
modify Bass et al., to comprise of a controller for controlling rotor speeds in order to control the 
airspeed and vertical path of the craft as taught by Skutecki (column 1 , lines 20 - 25). 
32. For claim 38, Bass et al., as modified, discloses a first detector vertically in-line with a 
first emitter, corresponding with a first tandem rotor/wing, and generating a first tandem 
rotor/wing signal; and a second detector vertically in-line with a second emitter, corresponding 
with a second tandem rotor/wing, and generating a second tandem rotor/wing signal; said 
controller adjusting rotational speed of said first tandem rotor/wing relative to said second 
tandem rotor/wing in response to a comparison between said first tandem rotor/wing signal and 
said second tandem rotor/wing signal (figure 5, Churchill). 

Response to Arguments 
Applicant's arguments filed 7/16/2007 have been fiiUy considered but they are not 
persuasive. 
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In response to Applicant's argument that "the Churchill sensor does not directly sense the 
presence of a rotor blade. . it is noted, the claim language ''indicative of rotational positions" 
and given the general meaning of "indicative" to mean "related to", the claim in its broadest 
sense does not require that the sensors "directly sense the presence of rotor blades". Rather, the 
Churchill sensor senses pressure pulses, which are "related to" a rotational position of the rotor 
blade. In another light, the Examiner contends that at the given point when a rotor blade passes 
over the Churchill sensor, at that moment, the sensor is in fact sensing the presence of a rotor 
blade. In either instance, the Examiner holds that the Churchill sensor, given the broadest 
reasonable interpretation, which is commensurate in scope with the claim language, does in fact 
teach of a sensor that generates rotor signals indicative of rotational positions. 

In response to Applicant's argument that "the Churchill sensor would provide an inferior 
implementation of the instant invention, if it worked at all, and Applicant's preferred sensors 
would not work at all in the Churchill system". Applicant should remember that arguments of 
counsel may be effective in establishing that an examiner has not properly met his or her burden 
or has otherwise erred in his or her position. In these situations, an examiner may have failed to 
set forth any basis for questioning the adequacy of the disclosure or may not have considered the 
whole specification, including the drawings and the written description. However, it must be 
emphasized that arguments of counsel alone cannot take the place of evidence in the record once 
an examiner has advanced a reasonable basis for questioning the disclosure. See In re Budnick, 
537 F.2d at 538, 190 USPQ at 424; In re Schulze, 346 F.2d 600, 145 USPQ 716 (CCPA 1965); 
In re Cole, 326 F.2d 769, 140 USPQ 230 (CCPA 1964). Applicant has provided no evidence to 
support his opinion that the Churchill system would not function as intended by Applicant's 
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invention. The examiner suggests that applicant submit evidence on the record supporting this 

assertion. Further, the Examiner asserts, that as claimed, the Churchill system is in fact capable 
and does perform the function as claimed and Churchill meets all the structural elements 
claimed. 

In response to Applicant's argument that Churchill fails to teach of emitters, it is noted, 
the Examiner is interpreting the outer bottom surfaces of the rotor blades to be "emitters", and no 
structural difference is claimed that distinguishes the bottom surface of the rotor blade from the 
generic term "emitter". The outer bottom surfaces of the rotor blades emit pressure pulses (i.e. 
wind energy) thereby encompassing the scope of the claim. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain features of 
applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies (i.e., the function of 
the detector/controller system is to monitor and control the angular position of the rotor blades, 
not their vertical position) are not recited in the rejected claim(s). Although the claims are 
interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the 
claims. See/w re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no specific suggestion, teaching, or 
motivation in references to combine prior art, it is noted, in light of the recent Supreme Court 
Decision in KSR International Co. v. Teleflexlnc, (550 U.S.-, 82 USPQ2d 1385 (2007), KSR 
forecloses the argument that a specific teaching, suggestion, or motivation is required to support 
a finding of obviousness, (see also the recent Board decision Ex parte Smith, - -USPQ2d- slip 
op. at 20, (Bd. Pat. App. & Interf. June 25, 2007) (citing 7^:57?, USPQ2d at 1396) (available at 
http://www.uspto.gov/web/offices/dcom/bpai/prec/fd071925.pdf) . 
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In response to applicant's argument/remarks that "the Examiner concedes that Frank does 
not teach detectors for detecting the rotational positions of the rotors." The Examiner is unaware 
of such admittance to record. Rather, the Examiner asserts that Frank in fact teaches of a system 
that senses the rotational position of the rotors (col 9, lines 21-25) where the sensors are 
tracking the blades (the blades rotational position), monitoring the path of the blades rotational 
position AND measuring their vertical displaces. In another light, given the claim language 
''indicative of rotational positions" and given the general meaning of "indicative" and 
interpreting it to mean "related to" as defined by www.webster.com, the claim in its broadest 
sense does not require that the sensors "directly sense the presence of rotor blades". Regardless, 
the Frank sensors sense and track rotational paths and vertical displacements, which are "related 
to" a rotational position of the rotor blade. Further, the Examiner contends that at the given point 
when a rotor blade passes the Franks sensors, at that moment, the sensor is in fact sensing the 
presence of a rotor blade. In either instance, the Examiner holds that the Frank sensor, given the 
broadest reasonable interpretation, does in fact teach of a sensor that generates rotor signals 
indicative of rotational positions. 

ft 

Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL, Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 . 1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
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will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 

r 

however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry conceming this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joshua J. Michener whose telephone number is 571-272-1467. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday 7-4. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Teri Luu can be reached on 571-272-7045. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more infomiation about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
likS assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 




Joshua J Michener 
Examiner 
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